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would their mLdeniably bard lot be Boftened, but the 
cnemiee of good gov^mment, region, and social order 
trould be deprired of one cluef meam of popular 
seduction. 

" Yet we muat not coacealtfaat the deadliest blow of 
ftUhas been given to clerical infloence by the doubt, now 
»hno8t uniTersally entertained, of the morality of the 
jrieats. To such an extent has this weapon been brought 
to bear against them, that it would be hard to find an 
individual who believes in their moral parity !— hard to 
find, a eingle priest, who is not assailed on this subject by 
the mocking taunts, not of adults only, but even of boy- 
bood. Nor is a justification of these taunts sought in 
proven transgression ; priestly chastity is impugned 
simply on the ground that the denial of lawful marriage 
has rendered it an impossibility. Bat this is not all. Mot 
only does the priest find himself personally exposed to 
derision on this score, bat he iias the pain of beholding 
how widely the assumed delinquencies of his class have 
contributed to open the flood-gates of vice among the 
«nce diatinguishedly virtuous peasantry, inasmuch as the 
BOW gigantically increased immorality of all orders of 
society, ii frequently justified by reference to the notorious 
lives of their spiritual guides, and the application of the 
proverb, ' like people, like priest,' forms the running com- 
mentary in every ethical discussion. Hence it is rare in 
our days to find a head of a Christian family, or even a 
thoughtful political economist, who does not deem the 
most imperatively called for measures for the prevention 
«f universal immorality to be the effectual removal of all 
suspicions of priestly unchastity. The Word of God is 
BOW fettered by the vices, whether real or supposed, of 
those who proclaim it ; and if a reform be not speedily 
introduced, by which, on the one hand, the priesthood 
shall be secured a suitable support, without being a burden 
on the poor, and, on the other, be freed- from the sus- 
picion of practising the most infamous and destructive 
vices ; by which, in short, we clergy shall be restored to 
our proper position in the social circle, and enabled to re- 
occnpy with honour our place in the family, the Church, 
and the world — unless such reform be brought about, our 
hopes of usefulness are null and void ; religion itself is 
given over to contempt, the hierarchy hangs on the verge 
of an annihilatory fall, and the State of its overthrow. 

" Our humble and earnest petition, therefore, is, that 
you, Right Reverend Father, may be ple*9ed, in conjunc- 
tion with the high episcopate and the Imperial Govern- 
ment, to originate measures by which the evils which are 
BOW undermining clerical influence, and which threaten 
the ruin of both Church and State, may bo removed, lest 
the people at large should be tempted to look to the 
revolutionary party as their sole hope, and be led to bless 
even the enemies of God and good order, if their political 
wisdom release them from so intolerable a state of things." 

What a picture of Roman Catholic countries 
on the Continent does the foregoing document, 
coupled with the extracts from John Baptist 
Von Hirscher in a former page, exhibit. We 
earnestly trust that thia remarkable movement 
may be the forerunner of a new Reformation, 
which alone, we are persuaded, can long avert 
the tide of infidelity frota sweeping over Christen- 
dom, and hurrying into its terrible vortex the 
great mass of the educated Roman Catholics of 
Europe. 

THE PROGRESS OP MIRACLES. 
AtL France is honoured by another miracle. It occurred 
close on the fetes of Cherbourg. A peasant girl, of the 
French Pyrenees, was engaged in her ordinary pursuits, 
when suddenly a figure" appeared to her in a grotto, 
whom she had no difficnity in recognising, The figure 
was the Virgin Mary. That was one miracle ; but it was 
followed by another, "the grotto was very pretty before, 
but it now became useful. It had previously no water ; 
now a spring w-is bestowed upon the inhabitants of tho 
Pyrenean parisli. Infidels and Protestants might not 
believe in the figure wliom they bad not seen, but the 
spring, at least, was within the grasp of their degraded 
intellects. A coinoiission has been eniplojed to examine 
the story. Tho members are cliarged particularly to test 
the water of the well. If it should have the slij:;htest 
pretence to the honour, it is to be suld in bottles for 
the benefit of th> district. Perhaps it may be mure 
proflt.Tble to sell the water in another way. A village 
might be built there. A shrine might be formed. If 
the place have the slightest claim for natural beauty, 
that should not be difficult. Devotees would take the 
ground consecrated in this peculiar m:imier. That 
mode, moreover. Of turning this girl's vision into 
permanent prollt might have another advantage. It 
would compel the girls of other towns to examine 
grottoes with attention and care. It might elicit other 
miracles. There Is abundance of space on tlie Pyrenees 
for small villagej df pretty houses, with neat gardens, 
capable of being used as summer retreats, not only in 
the common, but the ecclesiastical meaning of the 
word "retreats." tenance on tho Pyrenees would be 
lightened by the change of scenery to the inliabltants 
of Lyons or of Paris. They would descend to the cares 



and labours of the plains doubly invigorated. They 
would derive h«alth of body and of mmd by their exer- 
cises, their meditations, and, if necessacy, their 
stripes; but the latter would be light in these monntains. 
No doubt other and envious parishes and villages 
would establish rivals. So much the better. Too many 
miracles wiU not occur. Cardinal Wiseman is now in 
Ireland. There he proclaims the cold want of enthusi- 
asm that freezes him in England. He sees it in the 
rigid features of tie stolid crowd. Nothing will move 
them. His eloqnance falls on adamant or flint, or, at 
the best, granite like that of the Mourne Mountains ; 
but when he reaches Ireland he is refreshed by enthu- 
siasm, by smiles, by tears, 1^ fervour, and gratitude, and 
warmth — by faith, of which, nevertheless, he holds that 
Martin Luther made a bad use. He first learned the 
English langucge, he says, in Ireland; and he is like 
the old classic gentleman who gathered new strength 
and vigour alwjys when he fell on his mother earth. 
The Cardinal retturns to England from Ireland refreshed 
— a new man, with a store of vigour for England to 
wear out. It tatty be all natural and true ; but, while 
Prance finds, Ireland loses, ''the holy wells." They 
were places of pilgrimage there long ago, and they are 
now forgotten. The peasant passes around them behind 
his plough, instead of on bis knees. Devotees do not 
look there for blessings. They do not go there in pay- 
ment of their vows. Ireland retrogrades, France pro- 
gresses. In the matter of holy wells Prance is in the 
year 1S58 as contrasted with Ireland. This is a fact 
which CSrdinal Wiseman should not overlook. To 
RostreYor, or a Wicklow mountain, an event like that of 
the Pyrenees would be a fortune. — Glasgow Bulletin. 
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ST. PAUL'S VISIT TO ST. PETER.— Gai.. I. 18. 

TO THE EDITOB OF THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

Sir, — If the theory of Peter's supremacy be true, it is 
truly, astonishing that we find such little trace of it in the 
New Testament. Neither in the Acts of the Apostles do 
we read of the other Apostles receiving commands or in- 
struction from St. Peter, nor do we find St. Peter himself 
in his epistles claiming any superiority; nor do we find 
the other Apostles, in their epistles, acknowledging them- 
selves indebted to him for any part of their teaching. 
One of the few passages which a Roman Catholic may 
imagine favoarable to his views is that which I have pre- 
fixed to this letter, in which Paul mentions that he took a 
journey to Jerusalem to see Peter; on which throe words 
a lively imagination may build a very extensive f.ibric. 
But I think I shall show that these words, when taken in 
connection with the context, afford a very striking proof 
that neither St. Paul himself, nor those whom he ad- 
dressed, had the least idea of any such superiority in kind, 
of St. Peter to the rest of the Apostles, as modern Roman- 
ists maintain. 

In the first and second chapters of the episfle to the 
Galatians, the principiil topic is, that St. Paul is a.sserting 
his claim to apostleship independently of the other Apostles', 
and by direct appointment from Cbri.st ; aud ho dedares 
that his knowledge of Christian doctrine was derived, not 
from their teaching, but by direct revelation from the 
Lord Jesus, ch. i., v. 12. '' I cenity you, brethren, that 
the Gospel which was preached of me is not after man. 
For I neither received it of men, neither was I taught it 
but by the revelation of Jesus Christ." He goes on to 
say that on his conversion he did not go up to those who 
were Apostles before him, bat went to Arabia, and then 
returned to Damascus; that it was three years afterwards 
when he first paid a visit to Jerusalem ; that this visit 
was only for a fortnight, and that on that occasion he saw 
only two of the Apostles, Peter and James. That after 
that he went and laboured in Syria and Cilici.i, and that 
all this time the Christians of Judea did not even know 
him by face, and that it was fourteen years after when he 
went back to Jerusalem and met the rest of the Apostles 
and heads of the Jerusalem Church, who, when he com- 
pared his doctrine with theirs, could give him no addi- 
tional information which he h.id not possessed before. 

Now, take all this statement in its connection, and with 
reference to the object for which it was made, and what 
inference are we to draw from the admission, in verse 18, 
that Paul made a visit to Peter ? If all the Apostles 
were then believed by everybody to be of equal authority, 
everything is intelligible. Tlie substance then is — " I 
did not derive my doctrines from the Apostles ; for, for 
the first fourteen years I was preaching, out of the 
whole twelve I never met more than two, Peter and 
James, and th.^t only for a fortni^'ht." This is all very 
well, if Peter had only the same kind of authority as the 
rest. But suppose that St. Paul or his readers had heard 
the theory, that Christ had made one man the earthly 
head of His Church, and its infalUble guide to true doc- 
trine, how could he, in the same breath, assert that he had 
not received his doctrines from man, and yet say that he 
had gone up to that man and received his instructions. 

Let us suppose that in the prosentdiiysome one in China 
were to claim to have been miracutousli/ instructed in the 
Christian faith, and to say in proof of such a claim that 
he had been for severalyears preaching the Gospel before 
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he had ever met any Christian missionary, huu ■' •» 
should we think if he were to add — it is true 1 bad pain o 
short visit to Rome, but I did not converse with any 
Christian priests there except the Pope. Roman Catho- 
lics would certainly feel that he did not attach the value 
which he ought to the Pope's instructions. 

I don't know, sir, whether I make my meaning nnder- 
stood, so perhaps I had better try a more humble illus- 
tration. Suppose a schoolmaster were to ask one of his 
boys if he had written his exercise without assistance, and 
if the boy were to answer — " Oh yes, sir, I did it all my- 
self; there was not one of the other boys near me when I 
was doing it except Peter." Would tliis be a sensible 
answer, supposing that Peter was the very boy whom the 
master knew to be most able and most likely to give him 

help ? In such a case would not the master answer " If 

you own to having had Peter near you, I don't care 
whether any of the other boys were near you or not." 

I say that the present case is like the illustration I have 
used. St. Paul in trying to show that he had never availed 
himself of human instruction in order to attain his know- 
ledge of the Christian faith, after admitting that he had 
had some intercouree with Peter, goes on to protest solemnly 
that he had not seen the other Apostles. " Other of the 
Apostles saw I none, save James, the Lord's brother. Now 
tbe things which I write unto you, behold before God I 
lie not." Poes not he show here most forcibly that he did 
not regard Peter as the sole source of information as to the 
Christian faith — the sole infallible guide to truth? Does he 
not imply, that if his object had been to get instruction 
from human sources, he would not have been satisfied with 
seeing Peter, but would have waited and taken pains to 
consult the other Apostles ? And does not the confidence 
with which he writes prove convincingly that no such 
notions were then entertained about Peter as have been 
invented in later times ? The Apostle is not In tbe least 
apprehensive that it would come into the head of any of 
his readers to sny (as a Rom.an Catholic now would cer- 
tainly feel)— Ifyouown tohaving had communication with 
Peter, I do not care whether or not you consulted the other 
Apostles. 

I believe, then, sir, that the whole passage is a very 
strong proof that the exaltation of I'etcr to a place high 
above the level of the other Apostles w.is utterly unknown 
at the time when the epistle to the Galatians was written. 
I am, your obedient servant, 
R. H. B. 

THE IIOLV FATHERS ACKNOWLEDGE THE 
POPE'S SUPREMACY. 

TO TUE EDITOK or THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 
(Contlcucit from page lO.'j.) 

XIV. About the same time, I'ope Julius thus writes to 
tbe Oriental Bishops : " Know ye not that it is the custom 
first to write to ui, that what is just muj/ be judqed f 
Wherefore, if any suspicion of this kind attach to a Bishop 
it IS fit to refer it here. What we have derived from 
the holy Apostle Peter, this I announce to you, and not 
otherwise, as, I presume, you already know.'' (Apud. St 
Athanas. Apolog. 2, cont. Arian. torn. i. p. 153,) 

XV. Pope Julius further showed his supremacy • First in 
citing the Patriarch, St. Athanasius of Alexandria that 

I s of the 2nd Patriarchal See, to a Council at Rome,' anno 
341, which his enemies, by their envoys, had sought of the 
Pope, as St. Athanasius himself testifies;* and which is 
also testified by Theodoret.'' Secondly, in restoring both 
St. Athanasius and other Oriental Bishops whom the 
Arian faction had expelled, as Marcellus, Bishop of 
Ancyra, Asclepas, Bishop of Gaza, in Asia Minor to their 
Sees, as far as spiritual authoriiy alone could reach ■ that 
is, by a judicial declaration of their being the onlv lawful 
Bishops of them. This is testified by the Greek historians 
Socrates and Sozomen. ' 

XVI. Sozomen, speaking of Marcellus, Asclepas, St. 
Lucius, Bishop of Adrianople, and St. Paul, of Constanti- 
noplc, says: "The Bishop of Rome having taken cognizance 
of them, received them into his communion ; and because 
by reason of the dignity of his See, the care of all belonged 
to hini, he restored them to their respective Sees.'" 

XVU. And Socrates: "When Allian.isius.Puul'us, Ascle- 
pas, Marcellus, and Lucius had opened their cause to Julius 
he, according to the prerogative of the Roman See sent 
them back into the East with the protection of his letters 
and restored to each of them his See.""" ' 

XVIII. St. Hilary of Poietiers. writing to tho same Pope 
Julius, says: " The best, and by far the fittest course fs 
that the Lord's priesthood, from each and every province' 
should refer to the head; tliatis, to the See of the Apostte 
Peter.' * 

. ^^^■.'^° i^«5^ positive testimonies of the supreme 
jurisdiction of the Roman Bishop before the middle of the 
4th century, add that of the heathen author, Ammianus 
who says that Constantius, the enemy of St. Athanasius! 
" earnestly wished to have him condemned, by the autho- 
rity which the Bishop of Rome had over all others." 
(Lib. Id.) 

.. ^^'-o^t ''"tt K?"^"^*'. Council at Sardica, anno 347, 

The Bishop IIosius, said : ' If a deposed Bishcp shall flv 

to the most blessed Bishop of the Church of Rome : and 

i t tbe same should think it just to re-examine h is cause, 

• Lib. I., Hist. c. 13. •■ Lib. 2. o. 3. ' Lib 3 c 8 

* Lib. 2. c. 15. ' luter Frusment a 2, in uppen'dii. ' ' 
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let h\ai ■;7rite^ &c. Bat if any Bishop should demand his 
'^ose to be heard over again, it will be in the power of the 
Bishop of Rome to do whatsoever he shall think just, &c.' 
The Bishops answered : ' The things that are said please 

■OS."' 

XXt. St, Optatus, who was Bishop of Milcvia, in 
Africa, anno 368 (or whoever was the author of bis 7th 
book), say s : " Peter was preferred before all the Apostles, 
far the preaervaiion of unity ; and alone received the keys 
of the Church, which were to be communicated to the rest 
of the Apostles." And in his 2nd book against Parme- 
nian: " Yoa canaot deny that St. Peter, the chief of the 
Apostles, established the episcopal chair at Kome. This 
chair was one, that all others might preserve unity, by the 
tuiion they had with it ; and that the other Apostles might 
not b; ietting vp each his own chair ; so that whosoever 
set up a chair against it was a schismatic and an of- 
fender. It was, then, in this one chair, which is the first 
sign of the Cliurch, that St, Peter first sat, and in which 
now sits Damasus, through M-hom all the Cliurchea in 
the world are united with us in the same communion, 
keeping correspondence by circular letters." 

XXII. The same Pope, Damasus, thus writes to the 
Bishops of Numidia : " Hesitate not to refer to us, as to the 
head, all cases of doubt, os the custom hath alivays been."' 

XXIII. And the Council held by this Pope, at Rome, 
anno 369, declared thatthe Council of Ariminum, in anno 
359 (which was ratified by more than 400 Bishops), had 
no force, because it wanted the sanction of the Sinhop of 
Rome.' 

XXIV. The Council of Constantinople (called the 2nd 
general Council), anno 38 ), in their epistle to Pope 
Camasus, thank him for calling them lo a Council, " as 
his members." •■ And D.tm.isns, in his answer, calls 
them " his most honoured children." • 

XXV. This Pope farther showed his supremacy in 
deposing Flariaa, Patriareh of Constantinople.'! 

(To bo continaed.) 



[XIV. We have more than once pointed out that there 
are two matters which should ever be kept distinct — viz., 
the conduct of Popes claiming superior power, and that of 
other Bishops yielding to it. The latter w ould be of great 
weight ; the former is of very little. That the Bishops of 
Home never let any opportunity slip of forwarding their 
own cause, and encroaching on the liberties and privileges 
of others, wo do not deny. The temporary success 
of the Ariuo party in the East, in opposition to 
Athanasins, aflforded a favourable opportunity to Pope 
Julius for adding to the importance of his own see ; 
and it is true that he did write to the Bishops of the Bast 
rebuking them for their conduct, and alleging " that it was 
customary first to write to him, that what is just might be 
judged." That he had no idea, however, of any other 
judicial power than that of a Council is plain from the 
context ; for, a few lines before, he says, "It ought to have 
been decided according to the ecclesiastical canon, and 
you ought to have written to us all that what is just should 
be decided by all."^ The important matter, liowever, is 
not what privileges Pope Julius claimed, but how the 
claim was treated. Fortunately, both Socrates and 
Sozomen leave us in no doubt as to the matter. Socrates, 
Book II., eh. 15, says, " They assembled themselves in 
council at Antioch, and dictated a reply to his letters, as 
the expression of the unanimous feeling of the whole 
synod. ' It teas not his province, they said, to take cog- 
nizance of their decisions in reference to the expulsion of 
any Bishops from their Churches, seeing that they had not 
opposed themselves to him, when Novatus was ejected 
from the Church.' Such were the terms of the Eastern 
Bishops' disclaimer of the right of interference of Julius, 
Bishop of Rome." 

Sozomen. Book III., ch. 8 (p. 114), states the purport 
of their letter more fully, thus — " The Bishops were 
highly indignant at this letter (of Julius), and they assem- 
bled themselves at Antioch, and framed a reply to Julius, 
replete with elegance and the graces of rhetoric, but 
couched in a tone of irony and defiance. They confessed, 
in this epistle, that the Church of Rome was entitled to 
universal Aonour, because it had been founded by the 
Apostles, and had enjoyed the rank of a Metropolitan 
Church from the first preaching of religion ; although those 
who first propagated a knowledge of Christian doctrine 
in their city came from the East. They added, that the 
second place, in point of honour, oaght not to be assigned 
to them, merely on account of the smallness of their city, 
and of their numerical inferiority ; for, that with respect to 
leal and firmness, they surpassed others. They called 
Julius to account for having admitted Athanasius into 
communion, and expressed their indignation against him 

' Epist iv. 

« Manai. ill. 45S. Edition 1T5S-38. 

' Theodore!, Lib. v. c. ». 

1 IMd. c to. 

1 Ibid. c. 23. 

^ *' Nam il omnitio, ut dicitis, aliqtia fuH eorum culpa cportult 
juxta Kcclfsiatlcum canonem, el non eo p.lcto, rem judicari ; oportuH 
omnibus nobis rescripsijse ul ita ab omnibus, quodju stum esset dec^rnatur. 
Episcopi enira eram qui patitbantur, iiec vutgares Ecclesia? Vfxata 
sunr, Bed quas ipBl Apoitoli per ce gubernarunt. Cur auiem de 
Atexandrioa potiisimum ecclesia, nihil nobis scriptum est ? An igQO' 
ratis, hanc esse consnetudinem, lit prlmum nobis scribatur, et bine 
quod justum eil decerottur ? Sane si qua hiiju^rnodi susplcio la illins 
wbj» episcopum cadebal, ad.banc^ecclesiam tllud rescribendum fuit." 
~ Atbanas, Opera torn. i. p. 153. Ben. ed. Farlt 169S. 



for having insulted their synod and abrogated their 
decrees ; and they reprehended his conduct, because, they 
said, it was opposed to justice and to the canons of the 
Church. After these complaints and protestations, they 
proceeded to state that they were witRng to continue un terms 
oj amity and communion with Julias, provided that he 
would sanction the deposition of the Bishops whom they 
had expelled, and the ordination of those whom they had 
elected in tlieir stead, but that unless he would accede to 
their terms, they should have recourse to hostility." 

That the Oriental Bishops had no iiea whatever that 
the Bishops of Rome were, or ever cimmed to be, their 
superiors, much less the divinely constituted supreme 
bead of the Universal Church, is plain from this letter ; 
and though it is true that in point oidoc.rine they were 
in error, the question here was not one of doctrine, but 
of Church discipl ne and ecclesiastical jurisdiction, and 
turned on whether or not a certiin custoa existed in the 
Church. Pope Julius grounded his complaint on the 
breach of an ancient custom, which the Oiieutal Bishops 
repudiated as untrue, and contrary to the canons. 

XV. It is not true that Pope Julius showed his 
supremacy by citing Athanasias to a Council at Kome. 
Athanasius had been expelled from Alexandria by the 
weak-minded Emperor Constantius, who had imbibed the 
doctrine of the Arians. Sozomen (lib. iii. ch. 8)Bays: 
" Athar.asius on leaving Alexandria fled to Rome." 
and Dupin adds " not as an appellant, but merely 

I out of fear of the violence of his enemies."' Socrates 
also (Book ii., ch. 17) says, " When Julias, Bishop 
of Rome, was apprized of these fresh machinations 

! of the Arians against Athanasius, and had also re- 
ceived the letter of the theo deceased Eusebius, he in- 
vited the persecuted prelate to come to him, having 
ascertained where he was secreted." The truth, there- 
fore, is simp'y this — Athanasius, who>e cause Julius 
had espoused, c&me voluntarily, in the hope of protection. 
His calumniators, whether cited or not, refused to attend 
or submit to Julius's jurisdiction. Dupin (Ecc. His., vol. 
i. p. 170) states that the Eusebians (i. e., the opponents of 
Athanasius) endeavoured to render Pope Julias fa- 
vourable to them by offering him the arbitration of all 
their diS'erences with St. Athanasius. But this Pope 
having accepted their offer, and summoned them to come 
to a Council, they refused it."° 

XVI. XYII. We hav9 already stated our reasons for 
not putting implicit faith in the accuracy of the copies 
which have come down to us of thesun-.maries of ecclesi- 
astical history by Sozomen and Socrates, where passages 
may have easily crept from the marginal notes of Roman 
transcribers into the text. As to Pope Julius having 
restored Marcellus, Asclepas, Lucius, and Paul of Con- 
stantinople, and sent them back to their Sees, it is at 
best an exaggeration of the truth, which Ur. G. seems to 
admit in the preceding paragraph XV., where he say», 
" As far as spiritual authority alone could reach ;" for 
so far were these Bishops from being restored to their 
Sees by Pope Julius iu 341 or 342, that it was not till 
five years afierwards, that their sentence of absolution 
was pronounced, a.d. 347, at the Council of Sardica, if 
any faith can be placed in the records of that Council ; 
which we shall probably discuss on some other occafion. 
Dupin, in his treatise on the ancient discipline of the 
Church, shows clearly also that Pope Julius and his 
Synod did not pronounce any decree for restitution; but 
merely, having heard Aihanasius's apology, took him 
into communion, and held him to be a Bishop." 

XVIII. Here Dr. Geraghty inaccurately cites as an 
epistle of St. Hilary's to Pope Julias, what was in 
reality an epistle from the Council of Sardica, a council 
which was, for the reasons we shall presently state, en- 
tirely composed of Bishops favourable to Rome, all 
others having departed from it. Dr. Geraghty, who 
never seems to troublehimsclfwith looking at the original 
writers, we suppose was deceived by some one who, 
finding the words referred to in a copy of an epistle 
given at the close of St. Hilary's works, ignorantly sup- 
posed that it must be an epistle of St. Hilary's. If he 
had taken the trouble to read the whole document as 
given in the Bened, ed., p. l'^90, Paris 1693, he must 
have seen that it was what we have stated, though pre- 
served among the fragments of an historical work of St. 
Hilary's; orif he had consulted Cardinal Baronius, torn. 
iii., p. 593, ad. An. 347, n. :23, he would have found the 
whole document, with its proper title, " Exemplar Epis- 
tolae Synodi Sardicensis fuctge ad Julium urbis Romse 
Episcopum," showing that St. Hilary had nothing to do 
with it. We shall presently have occasion to show, in 
reply to another paragraph, XX, that the Council of 
Sardica wab never treated as a General Council, or re- 
cognized as of authority by the Universal Church. 

XIX. Dr. G. is inaccurate here, both in his reference 

1 Dupin De Antlqna DJacipl. EccL, p 158, Dina. II, s 2— " Atbana. 
6iu8 Rorriam confufflt non quHBl appellaus. Bed vim liostium metuena." 

•" " Julius, cum fcsset ft partibus judex electut. potuit Euaebianos ad 
5--' voeare, et detrectautes daranare ac Alhanaslura absolvere." — Ibid. 

" " Ntutrum tiimeii fecit nee ulium judicium tulir, sed tantam 
aadit& ejusdem Athunasii Apologia suam cum eo cammaniouem c tu- 
firmavil et pro Eplscopo eum habuit. Ht>c enim unatn'feclt; imo non 
solua fecit, sed Concilium quod eft de eanjft congregarat ad prcces 
Eu.scbianornni. Cans'ftt id ex litteris Julii apnd Atlianasium, in 
quibus Julius enarrans ea omnia quse AsesuoqueConcilio pro Athana* 
sio gB.>ta fueraat, nailutenua dicit earn esse restitutum, sed tautum 
aervatam cum eo commnQionem eumque pro Epitcopo babitum. 
Verba biec ipia aaat bujtu Epistolte."— Ibid. 



and his translation. The passage is not in lib. 10 of Am- 
mianus MarcclUuus, but in lib. 15, c. 7, and the writer 
does not say a word about authority over all other 
Bishops. He treats Athanasius as already condemned, 
and that Constantius knew it ; but says that he wished 
his condemnation to be confirmed by the authority of 
the Bishop of the Eternal City." That the Bishops of 
Rome were then very powerful, and. on account of their 
position ia the metropolis of the world, admittedljheld the 
first place, we have always admitted ; and it is not sur- 
prising that in the struggle then going on between the 
Arians and Athanasians, the Emperor, who was an Arian, 
was most anxious to have Pope Libcrius on his side ; 
and we may believe that this was qtiite true and most 
natural, without at all supposing that the Bishop of 
Rome had any power to settle the controversy, which, 
all lustory proves, he had not. It was for not imme- 
diately yielding to the Emperor's mandate that Liberitis 
was sent into exile, from which he afterwards escaped 
by subscribing to the Arian creed drawn up at Sirminm. 

XX. So far was the Council at Sardica, ad., 347, 
from being a general one, that the Oriental Bishops alto- 
gether withdrew from it, and its canons were never re- 
ceived as binding on the Catholic Church, though, as we 
have seen in aformer articic (supra pp. 2, 3), they were at- 
tempted by Popes Zozimus and Boniface to be foisted on 
the African Cliurch, under the colour of being canons of 
the General Council of Nice. Dupin's account of it con- 
tains the following passage : — ''The Emperors Constan- 
tius and Constans, desiring to restore peace to the 
Church, called a synod of the eastern and western Bishops 
at Sardica, in the year 347. Thither came 100 Bishops 
.from the West and 73 Bishops from the East ; but those 

of the East having declared to those of the West that they 
would not be present at the Council unless St. Athanasias, 
Marcellus, andthe other Bishops that were condemned, 
wAe excluded from ecclesiastical communion, and the 
western Bishops refusing to accept of this condition, the 
Council was divided, and the eastern Bishops withdrew. 
Those of the west, \oi whom Hosius was the head and 
presidoat, did, notwithstanding, hold a synod in tlieir 
absence, to treat of the faith, and of the accusations 
charged upon St. Athanasim and the other Catholic 
Bishops, and to make canons concerning the discipline of 
the Church. ... On the other side the Eastern 
Bishops assembled at Phillipolis, and excommunicated 
Hosius, Julius, and several others, and wrote a letter, 
in which they accused the Bishops of the West of arro- 
gance, for cndoavouriiig to establish a new law, to give 
themselves the liberty of examining anew what had been 
determined in the east. . . The canons of the Council 
of Sardica were never received by the Catholic Church, 
as general laws. They were never put into the code of 
the Universal Church, approved by the Council of Chal- 
cedon. The^East never received them, neither would the 
Bishops of Africa own them. The Popes only used them 
and cited them under the name of the Council of Nice, 
to give them greater weight and authority.'' 

XXI. There is, perhaps, no ancient writer whose text 
has been so milch corrupted as St. Optatus. Balduinos 
made some corrections in his editions of 1503 and 15G9. 
Commeliiius did the like in 1309. Casaubouin 1031 pub- 
lished his edition, with critical notes ; and Albaspinocos 
his in the same year. " After so many editions and com- 
menUries," says" Dupin (Ec. His., vol. i., p. 212), " one 
would think that this author were become most correct 
and plain, and yet 'tis not so, for the text is still very 
macb corrupted." Dupin himself, sub;-equently, in 1702, 
did his best to correct the text of Optatus ; but the diffi- 
culty of the task rendered it all but impossible to do it 
with such certainty as to render it safe tu trust to its 
language ia matters of controversy. The very passage 
cited by Dr. Gtraghty is a proof of this. Dr. G. cites 
it as if the words were, the chair " in which now sits 
Damasus." But the words of Optatus are not so ; but, 
" in which now sits Siricius" (hodie qai noster est Sooius),'' 
though it is generally believed by the learned, includijig 
Dupin, that Optatus wrote this book about a.d. 370, 
whereas Siricius did not become Bishop of Rome before 
A.D. 383, and, consequently, this paragraph abotit Siri- 
cius must have been interpolated afterwards. The 7th 
book is generally given up as spurious, and the passage re- 
lied on (if genuino)from the 2ud book against the Donatist 
Bishop Parmeniauus, while it magniftes the See of Rome 
as founded by St. Peter, and, as in some sense, a centre of 
unity, is far from asserting or establishing that it was by 
the authority or power A Damasus (or Siricius) that such 
unity was preserved ; it merely shows that he was the 
instrument or medium of communication between the 
Churches, through whom they were unitetl in the same 
communion, keeping correspondence l>y circular letters. 

XXII. Popa Damasus, no doubt, was as anxious as 
other Popes to convert his precedency of honour into a 
superiority of power ; yet, what more did his claim 
amount to than this, that he sjught to be consulted? 
The value of a Pope's assertion as to a custom in his own 
favour we have already seen in Pope Julius's case— para- 
graph xiv., supra. ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

» " Id enlm ille (Constantius) Albanaaio semper lnfe>tU9, licet idret 
imjletum, tamea auctorlLate qu-que, qua potiores seleinte urtjis Epis- 
copl,;Srmari dnlderlo niiebaiur ardenie." Valesius" edition, Paris, 
16<1, p. 'Ji. GronoTius's edition, Lugdttn, 161(3, p. "0. 

' Dupin's Keel. Hiat, vol. i , pp. 171- 603, bOS, 607. 

^ Dupin'a Optatus, p. 33, Aatw. 1702. 
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*JtIII. It would not be rery (arprising if a Council 
helJltfiome should hare held the sanction of the Bishop 
of Borne necessary, especially wbere the circumstances 
of the Coali^i(or Arimioam are known. Th« Council of 
Ariminatn, in^nbria, was cooTeaed by the Arian Em- 
peror, Constantias, l« a59, »{lnr he had banished Libcrius, 
Bishop of Rome, becauseCheWotild not concur in the ex- 
communication of AthantiiiM. After two years exile at 
Bercaa, in Thrace, Iiiberiu, no doubt, consented to sign 
the Arian crped ; but nfter the death of Constantius in 
361, and Liberins in 366, the cause of Arianism lan- 
gvished in the West, and it is not surptising that the 
Council at Rome under Damasns, in 369, refused to abide 
by the Arian Council of Ariminam. The passage, how- 
ever, from the Roman Council in 369, does not refer 
solely to the want of the sanction of the Roman Bishop, 
but also to the want of consent of Vicmiiut and oikeri 
alao; which deprives the argument of any force whatever.' 
XXIV. Nothing can be more delusive than fixing npqn 
an isolated expression in a long letter, and ignoring; the 
rest. So far from this synodic^ letter being addressed by 
th*JJishops of Constantinople to Damagos, as by sons to a 
&tber, itall through assumes the tone and style of equality. 
It was addressed, as Tbeodoret (in loco citato) tells as, 
** To our moat honoared lords aud most reverend brethren 
and fellow minisUrt, Damasus, Ambrose, Brittonius, 
Valerian, &<;.," (not to " our holy /a/Aer Pope Damasus," 
as Dr. 6eraghty would insinuate). The passage from 
which Dr. G. quotes these words runs thus : " You have 
manifested to us your brotherly love, as is signified in the 
letters of your most pious Emperor, by inviting us to 
attend, as if domestic members,'^ at the Council which yon 
intend, according to the will of God, to kold in Borne, in 
order that, as we alone had to struggle with affliction, yon 
may not reign alone, now that the Emperors are of one 
accord in religion ; bnt that, to Dse the expression of the 
Apostle, we may reign with you." 

Th^Iose of this epistle is a remarltable 

one, and shows how little idea these Bishops had of con- 
sidering Rome as the mother and mistress of all Churches. 
"We must apprise yon that the revered and pious Cyril 
is Bishop of the CHurch of Jerusalem, which is the mother 
of all Churchet ; that he was ordained according to 
law by the Bjshops of the province, and that he has in 
various places withstood the Arians. Wo beseech you to 
rejoice with us that these JJishops have been ordained in 
a manner so strictly in accordance with the canon, ahd 
we entreat you to be aniied ,to them by spiritual love and 
by the fear of the Lord, which represses human passions, 
and which causes us to attach more importance to the 
edification of the Church than to the love or sympathy of 
any creature. When we have come to one mind respect- 
ing the doctrines of faith, and when Christian love is es- 
tablished between ns, we shall cease from saying what the 
Apostle condemns, ' I am of Paul. I am of Apollos, I am 
of Cephas.' We shall all be of Christ, who will not be 
divided in ns ; but, by God's help, we shall preserve the 
oneness of the body of the Church, and shall stand with 
confidence before the tribanal of the Lord." 

XXV. How Dr. G. eould have Tcnturcd to refer to 
Tbeodoret, lib. v., c 23, as proving that Damasus showed 
his supremacy in deposii^ Flavian, Patriarch of Constan- 
tinople, is really surprisitg ; and shows not only that he 
takes lis statements at second band, bnt from writers of 
either great ignorance or |reat carelessness. Tbeodoret, 
indeed, giv^es an account of the dispute bstween Plarian, 
Bishop of Antiocb, and theBishops of the west concerning 
PauUnus, A.i>. 381 ; but thire is nothing in it giving the 
least colour to the above assertion. Tbeodoret tells us 
" that theRomans and theEirpiians endeavoured to preju- 
dice the Emperor against Fivian. Wearied by their im- 
portunity, the Emperor at Ingth sent to Constantinople 
to summon Flavian to Rome. Flavian excused himself on 
acconnt of its being winter, aid promised to obey the Em- 
peror's command the ensuing ioring. He then returned to 
bis native country. The Bishos of Rome, among whom 
was not only the admirable Qmasus, bnt also Slricias, 
who afterwards succeeded bin, as well as Anastasius, 
the successor of Siricins, rebiked the pious Emperor, 
and told him, that while he epressed the attempts of 
those who rose up against liis owp anthority, he suf- 
fered those who insulttd the lars of' Christ to exercise 
the authority which they had surped. The Emperor, 
therefore, sent again to compel Fivian to repair to Rome. 
To this mandate the wise Bishop kplied, with great bold- 
ness of speech, saying—" If any idividuals, oh Emperor, 
should accuse me of hetcrodoxy,ir should say that my 
life is derogatory to the episcopal iguity, 1 would* permit 
my accusers to be my judges, nd would submit to 
whatever sentence they might pronodce. But if it be only 
as to my right to my episcopal ch.iir .i,d office that they aiffi 
contending, I shall not ooDtend fo*ny claims, but shall 
relinquish my seat to whoever my be .ippointed to 
take it. Give, then, oh Emperor, thfltishopric of Antiocb 
to whomsoever you please." The Eiperor admired his 
courage arid wisdom, and sent to oomOnd him to resume 
the government of his Church. Swj time after the 



> Tbe «orili ire, " Se^ae enim prtejailiciom iqaod nuci potoit 
ex nnmero eorum, qui apud Artmimim coDvcniji,t . ^nm constat, 
neqae itomannm Epiacopnm cujls ante omnea it expetenda sen- 
tentia, neque Vtcentium, qui tot uuoos 6aeerdotmr|pm,ftte aervavlt, 
neque alios huja!,moill sutulis cooecusum iitiquom "^imodasse." 

" Xheodurct, Paris ed., 1642, p. 715, {io^itria juXii) 



Bmperor returned to Rome, and tbe Bishops again r^ 
preached him for not baring suppressed the tyranny of 
Flavian. The Emperor replied by asking what species 
af tyranny had been exercised by Flavian, and declared 
bis readiness to prohibit it. The Bishops replying that 
they wonld not litigate any point against an emperor, 
he ;exhorted them to b« reconciled with each other, 
"and to tto^ninate the foolish contention; for Pau- 
linua had ' died long previously, and Evagrios bad 
been illegally ordained. Besides, the Eastern Churches 
acknowledged the supremacy of Flavian ; all the 
Churches of Asia, of Pontns, and of Thrace were united 
with him in communion ; and oil the Churches of 
Illyria. looked -npon him as the Primate of the East. 
The Bishops of tbe West were convinced by these repre- 
sentatioas, and promised to lay aside their hostility, and 
to receive an embassy from Flavian. Flavian there- 
fore, sent Acacias Bishop of Bercea, and others to Rome. 
On his arrival with the othera at Rome he terminated 
his lengthened iojtility of seventeen years and restored 
peace to tbe Chordh." — Lib. v. c. 23. 

Thi>is Theodoret's account, and as nnlike, as it is well 
posstUe, an assertion that Damatns exercised or claimed 
any such power as that of deposing a Patriarek of Con- 
slantineple ; and yet Dr. Goraghty coolly asserts that " this 
Pope (Damosns) further showed his supremacy in depos- I 
iug Flavian, Patriarch of Constantinople," and cites ' 
Tbeodoret, lib. t., c. 23, as his sole authority for the 
assertion. 

PETER'S INHERITANCE AND PETER'S CHAIR. 

TO THE EDITOa OF TUE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

Dbab Sib, — AU lovers of truth and courtesy must con- 
gratulate yon on the result of your discussion with Dr. 
Geraghty ; for in both you have proved facile princeps. 
You have, indeed, so confounded the learned Dr. by the 
sheer force of truth, that he quite forgets he has an infal- 
lible Church to guide him, and wanders into the region of 
probability, witb only his own private judgment to en- 
lighten him. He declares that (after all his dogmatism) it is 
a matter of opinion among Roman Catholics what the true 
foundation of the Church is : it may be Petsr or his faith, 
or Christ, or all three may be involved in it, which last, in 
Dr. Geraghty's judginent, is wos* liieti/, so that it is only 
a weighing of probabilities as to which is the true founda- 
tion in the Church of Rome ; and Dr. Geraghty's private 
judgment it is that decides for him which is the most likeli/ 
hypothesis. Verily, but for tbe name, be might as well be 
vrithout'ail tefallible Church, if that iaall the certainty he 
can have on so vital a point, and we surely may be al- 
lowed the use of our private judgment also, and it ought 
not to offend such a consistent reasoner as Dr. Geraghty, 
if we say that we think Clirist is the moat likeli) founda. 
tion for the Church He has purchased with His own blood. 

Biit the reason I intrude upon you, sir, is, not that I 
can add anything to the complete answer you have given 
to all Dr; G.'s r rgaments, bnt to seek for information 
which, perhaps. Dr. G. may be able to give. I want to 
know what the modern Church of Rome has to do with 
the -Statement of St. Cyprian, that "they have not 
Peter's inheritance who have not Peter's chair ?'' Dr. 
G. seems to think that this settles the question for him ; 
but as it seems to me to be the strongest statement that 
can be made adverse to Romanism, and favourable to the 
principles of the Reformation, I am quite at a loss to dis- 
cover tbe grounds of Dr. G.'s exultation. He does not, 
I presume, take chair liierally— he does not mean by it 
that article of furniture so called at Rome, which recent 
investigation has discovered to be the inheritance of 
Mahomet rather than of Peter. 

" Peter's chair'' must mean the same as " Moses' seat" 
(Mat. xxiii. 2). The Scribes are said to " sit in Moses' 
seat" because they taught men to " observe and do'' what 
Moses commanded. And so men are said to have 
" chairs'" of different sciences in our universities who 
teach the pciences of their respective chairs. 

To have Peter's chair must have the same mean- 
ing—they have " Peter's chair" who teach Peters doc- 
trine. I ask, then, has the Church of Rome Peter's 
chair ? Does she teach Peter's doctrines ':• If Dr. G. 
can prove she does, there would be no further controversy 
on the point ; we would bow at once to Peter's chair, 
or we should, indeed, forfeit Peter's inheritance ; for to 
Peter, I believe, was given the high and blessed 
office of preaching the Gospel of Christ, and making 
known the terms of salvation. He was the first 
confessor of the truth that saves the soul— the first 
living stone of the Church Christ was going to build— 
the first nirpoe of the nerpa. That was the founda- 
tion than which none other was or could be laid— Christ 
Jesus (1 Cor. iii. 11), and he was rewarded for his pre- 
cedency in the conlesaion of that true faith by being 
made the first preacher of it— to him the glorious com- 
mission was given. " I will give to thee the keys oCthe 
Kingdom of Heaven, and whatsoever thou slialt hind on 
earth, shall be bouijJ in heaven ; and whatsoever thou 
shalt loose on Earth shall be loosed in heaven" (Mat. 
xvi, 19). And did not Peter fulfil this commission, 
when, by preaching the Gospel of Christ, he opened tlie 
kingdom of heaven to the Jews, first on the day of Pen- 
tecost, when 3,000 souls were made the heirs of the 
kingdom of heaven, and also to the Gentiles, when he 
was seut for this special purpose to CorncJius (Acts x. )? 



Did he not then, too, do what Christ gave him power 
and authority to do ? Did he not loose the Jews from 
the yoke that neither they nor their fathers were able 
to bear, that burdensome lai<r of commandments con- 
tained in ordinances, from which none could loose theia 
save one commissioned from heaven, as Peter was? And 
did he not loose the Gentiles too, from their hopeleM 
superstitions, from their exclusion from God's grace 
and covenant, and open for them the kingdom 
of God's elect Church, from which they had hitherto 
been aliens? fEpb. ii. 12, 22.) Thus did Peter 
fulfil his I/ord's commission and loose both Jews 
and Gentiles from their respective bondage ; and what 
he has loosed has been loosed in heaven, as all tbe Apostlea 
testily. He was commissioned to bind, too : and so wa 
find him binding those he loosed : he bound toem to the 
easy and light yoke of Christ. He bound them to the 
troth that " there is no other name under heaven from 
among men whereby we must be saved" (Acts iv., 11, 12). 
He bound men thus to believe and obey the Gospel ; he 
loosed them firom the bondage of Jewish ceremonial and 
bigotry, and pagan superstition, that he might bind thetn 
to the faith and service of Christ. This was Peter's office — 
Peter's chair — to make known to the slaves of ignorance, 
and vice, and carnal ordinances the grace and troth of 
Jesos, and the liberty wherewith He hath made na 
free. This he himself declared to be the chair to 
which God had apppointed him (Acts XT., 7-11): 
Has Rome this chair ? Does she use Peter's keys ? DoM 
she preach that only name given under heaven that can 
save the soul, and set at liberty them that are beund ? 
Does she bind them heart and sonl to the service of Christ 
and His righteousness? (Rom. vi., 17, 18.) Alas, no. 
She reverses the acts of Peter : she takes away his key* 
from men (Comp. Luke xt, 52). She rescinds his de- 
crees, given in solemn council of the Church, which bound 
Apostles (Acts xv., 14), and should bind us. She binds 
again tbe yoke of Jewish ordinances and pagan siiper- 
stitions, and makes of the twain her new system, from 
which Peter " loosed'' men, and which has beefl " loosed in 
heaven." And she looses them from tbe single faith 
working by love, which Peter bound upon all that will be 
saved, and which has been bound in heaven. 

And slje it is that boasts of Peter's chair! A» well 
may Mahomedanism boast that it is the chair of Asia's 
Seven Churches. The Churches of Englapd and Ireland 
have established here the chair of Peter ; they teach bif 
doctrines ; they repeat his protest (Acts xv. 10) against a 
yoke from which Christ, by ibe mouth of Peter, has set 
us free, and which Rome re-binds. We th4^k God, thero- 
fore, we have Peter's inheritance ; we have the glorious 
liberty of the children of God, and rejoice in the hope of 
the glory of God, which faith in the Son of God secures 
to us. This srems to me so evident that I am at a loss 
to know what claim Dr. G. can make to Peter's chair or 
Peter's inheritance. Let him hut prove his claim ; let him 
but point us to the inheritance of Peter's teaching, and 
we submit. Let but the Pope send his encyclical letter to 
all bishops and priests of his communion to preach the 
doctrine Peter preached, to loose men from the jfoB* Peter 
loosed us from, and to bind only on men's consciences the 
one thing needful that Peter bound, and he will extermi- 
nate all Protestants. Let him teach even what tbe Popes 
of Cyprian's time taught, and we will pay him the defer- 
ence Cyprian did ; though wo will reserve to ourselves 
the liberty St. Cyprian resigned not — of protesting against 
anything he may propound ihjt may be contrary to the 
chair of Peter. 

I am, dear sir, faithfully yours, C. J. M. 

SACRAMENTAL WAFERS. 

TO THE EDITOR OF TBE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

Sib, — On reading in the Catholic Layman for 
August, " Practices of the Ancient Church," 1 find an 
inaccuracy at page 88, which I am sure the writer of 
that article will excuse me for pointing out to him. The 
" little round wafers," the sacramental bread, he says, 
" they (the priests) never break them for dislriliutiou.'' 
This is incorrect, I know to the contrary, bavin;; seen 
the consecrated wafers broken, and distributed to persons 
communicating. This is likely to occur frequently inlarge 
and populous towns, csptoially during the " Easter indul- 
gence," when every liuman Catholic is expected, ns he 
is commanded, to present himself at the conimuiiioii 
table under pain of mortal sin. In numerous congre- 
gations it is inipo3.sible for the priest to ciilculato on the 
number of conimitnicants that may present themselves 
at his mass, aud although ho may have consecrated an 
extra number of wafers, expecting a hirge number of 
commimicants, still they may fall short of the number 
required, in that case, the priest seeing that tlie '• hosts" 
are likely to fall short, he breaks them and distributes* 
ilieni in lialves or smaller portions, and so distributes 
thorn ; where this is not done, the communicants, in 
case of a deficiency of " hosts,'' would be deprived of 
the s.icrament, and obliged to present themselves on 
another occasion. The priest himself, when he commu- 
nicates at his mass, breaks the consecrated bread before 
putting it into his mouth. — Your obedient servant, T. t^^ 
[We feel obliged to our correspondent for the corrscdiif - 
'. of an unconscions inaccuracy, though it is in a matter of' 
\ no moment to our argument. The urdinaiT-practkt f» U 
iwestatcu.l 



